The ability to read in second or foreign language (L2/FL) is a vital skill for academic and autonomous language learning. This study investigates the reading performance of two TEFL students from different language backgrounds on two English texts and their equivalent Persian translations comparing their reading rate and comprehension in L1 and L2. A combination of think-aloud protocol, interview and observation methods was used in order to figure out the reading strategies used by each participant in the process of reading and comprehending each text. First, participants were asked to model the steps of their thinking when reading the same text and to discuss what strategies and process they went through while interacting with the passage. Then, they were asked to respond some questions at the end of each reading passage. Last, an interview about their reading experiences and strategies is conducted. Findings of collected data from multiple sources were examined in the sense that the overall extracted themes were triangulated. The data were analyzed based on the Uso-Juan, Esther and Alicia Martinez-Flor (2006) framework for key reading strategies. The result showed that there is a positive relationship between reading fluency and reading comprehension. The most effective strategies employed by each participant were also reported. Through critically and analytically reflecting on differences between L1 and L2 reading, language learners can learn how to read so as to get the most out of their academic materials.
I. INTRODUCTION
Reading is regarded as a basic skill for second or foreign language academic learners by which they can develop independent learning of another language. Furthermore, there are many technical terms and more complex sentences in reading academic texts, which provide additional information. Many college students are challenged with their study dealing with learning problems for which they are not well-equipped with effective strategies to cope with. Reading is a complex activity that is influenced by many factors such as learning opportunities, motivation, prior knowledge, reading skills, cultural or language differences. Readers have various purposes and they often vary in the cognitive processes, knowledge, resources as well as the amount of emphasis given to these processes and resources. Some differences exist between first-language (L1) and second-language (L2) reading contexts as well as readers which can be linguistic and processing differences, individual and experiential differences or socio-cultural and institutional differences (Grabe and Stoller, 2018) . Several studies have examined the role of word recognition in L2 reading. For instance, Favreau and Segalowitz (1983) demonstrated that differences in L2 reading fluency can be due to differential levels of automaticity in word recognition.
How students develop reading in English as a foreign or second language is studied in some research in second language learning. Previous research has shown that first and second language learners use similar strategies while reading (Gass & Selinker, 2001) . To decode and comprehend reading passages, L1 and L2 language learners may utilize their knowledge of vocabulary, sounds, meaning, language and textual structure as well as their prior knowledge (Bernhardt, 2000) . Some other researchers claimed that there are some differences such as background knowledge and second language proficiency (Gass & Selinker, 2001) . L2 learners must develop their linguistic knowledge tackling the transfer effects and using first and second language resources when they learn to read in another language. . Therefore, learning to read in an L2 for adults is not an easy task especially when they are from different linguistic, educational and cultural backgrounds. Some learners may develop second language faster than other learners due to many factors that affect acquiring a language such as individual goals (e.g. academic education, careers and employment, etc.), the context of language learning (e.g. learning atmosphere, informal and formal contexts, etc.), language instructions and language proficiency.
Good readers have the ability to make generalization, work readily with abstract ideas and analyze relationships. They utilize their prior experience and topical knowledge with text information, make use of higher level thinking skills and adopt a variety of strategies for reading and reading comprehension when they are reading. Gifted and fluent readers reread, infer, predict, analyze, evaluate and incorporate personal interpretation of the content of what they have read more than a normal reader which may lead to having more control over their process of reading (Fehrenbach, 1994) .
The concept of metacognition refers to the learners' knowledge about knowledge (Sternberg, 1984) or awareness of, or control over one's cognitive processes in the cognitive psychology (Flavell, 1979) . Learners who actively plan and manage to employ effective strategies and evaluate the effectiveness of different strategies used to perform a task (Brown, 1982; Jacobs & Paris, 1987) . Metacognitive strategies make learners engage in the conscious control over selecting, planning, regulating and evaluating their activities according to the given situation. In reading comprehension, readers are considered to be proficient when they have the ability to control and monitor their reading strategies while reading and processing the text and the knowledge to adopt various strategies or to remedy their comprehension where confusion occurs (Wenden, 1998) .
In the past few years, reading fluency has given importance which includes both word recognition fluency and accuracy requiring automaticity in processing extended text, appropriate use of prosodic and syntactic structures and a long time to develop (Juan, E. U., & Flor, A. M, 2006).
In L2 settings, improved word recognition fluency and extended exposure to print materials or extensive reading have been proven to be independent predictors of reading ability and reading comprehension over long periods of time (Grabe, 2009; Krashen, 2004; Stanovich, 2000) .
A. Reading Speed
Reading speed or generally the rate of word recognition which is known as one of the indicators of reading fluency refers to the total number of words recognized by a person per minute. Researchers have suggested that a skilled reader normally reads in first language at around 250-300 wpm and makes about 90 fixations per 100 words (Carver 1982) . It is suggested that for a second language learner who is reading a text containing only familiar words to him/her should be around 250 wpm (Nation, 2009 ). But some researchers have proven that reading in second/foreign language is even slower than reading in first language.
Numerous studies have investigated the components of comprehension in reading which can be divided into reading comprehension and linguistic comprehension (Dombey, 2009 ). Linguistic comprehension deals with using the knowledge of vocabulary to understand the text presented orally and reading comprehension deals with using vocabulary knowledge relying on the written information comes to the eye. Some researchers have suggested that comprehension can be an indicator of fluency in silent reading including (Grabe, 2004; Nation, 2005; Yamashita & Ichikawa, 2010) . Both fast reading and simultaneously comprehending the text are necessary for a fluent reader.
In many reading fluency instructions, the students are asked to report their speed in reading words per minute as well as to answer the accompanying questions about their reading comprehension in order to obtain information about learners' progress in reading speed and at the same time their comprehension level (Quinn & Nation, 2007) .
There is a controversy in the past research associated with the relationship between comprehension and reading speed. In some previous studies (Grabe, 2010; Perfetti, Landi, & Oakhill, 2005; Stanovich, 2000) , a strong relationship between comprehension and reading speed in L1 reading has been suggested. On one hand, Nicholson & Tan (1999) and Levy et al. (1997) found that increasing reading speed facilitates comprehension. On the other hand, other researchers have proposed a weak relationship between fluency skills and reading comprehension level (Carver, 1982; Kuhn & Stahl, 2003) .
B. Reading Differences in L1 and L2 Settings
There are many ways in which reading in L1 setting can differ from reading in L2 setting. The focus of these differences may rely on some linguistic resources that a reader brings to the situation in which text comprehension takes place. The differences can be:
 Second language learners have a limited knowledge of vocabulary, grammar and text structure when they begin reading and their linguistic resources of second language are smaller than those of first language learners.
 Second language learners have less exposure and then less practice and experience in second language reading.  Second language learners have distinctive cognitive device involving two language systems such as bilingual lexicon and joint strategic planning that resulted in different reading process from first language learners (Kern, 1994; Koda, 2005) .
 Second language learners deal with a range of transfer effects that may either facilitate or inhibit L2 reading process including strategies, goals and expectations. (Dressler & Kamil, 2006; Koda, 2005)  Second language learners' knowledge of world may vary across L1 and L2 setting and they make use of a compilation of different background knowledge.
 Second language learners may encounter with L2 texts that appear unfamiliar to them requiring distinct cultural or social background knowledge
The aim of this case study is to making comparison between two readers, one of them is a second language learner with Persian as her L1 and the other is an early simultaneous bilingual with Persian and English as her L1, in reading comprehension of materials where the main focus is not on learning English. They must utilize the study strategies wisely and appropriately, they must be able to monitor their comprehension while reading and they must apply alternative strategies when they realize that they fail to understand the text. Therefore, these research questions are to be answered:
 To some extent two readers participating in the research use different strategies while reading in English?  To some extent two readers participating in the research use different strategies while reading in Persian?  Is there any difference between two readers in their reading fluency?
II. METHODOLOGY Creswell (1998) suggests that a key decision point in a qualitative study is the purposeful selection of participants. The purpose of this inquiry is to compare reading process followed by two participants from different language background in order to tap the reading strategies used by them.
So, their profiles are detailed as follows:
Profile of Student 1: An English student who is 30 years old and proficient enough in the foreign language to search for her reading strategies (Persian as L1 and English as FL). She is pursuing her master's degree in TEFL in Yazd University.
Profile of Student 2: A simultaneous bilingual who is in her late twenties (originally from India). After she obtained her bachelor's degree in India, she taught English in some institutions in Iran and decided to further her education. She has completed her master degree in TEFL at Allame Tabatabi's University.
A. Reading Texts
Two English texts and two Persian texts were used in this inquiry. The first reading passage was an academic text with approximately 636 words in length about humor and stress; the other passage including 867 word was a narrative text titled "Lucky Jim". Two Persian texts were translation versions of two English texts.
Both kind of narrative and expository texts were represented through these two passages in that a variety of reading strategies might be used when students interact with them.
B. Think-aloud Protocol
I employed a think aloud method to investigate how participants analyze the texts and what strategies they use while reading selected passages. This technique acts as a primary source of data to gather information about the thinking processes that readers deeply get involved in during reading.
First, I ascribed the data from the think aloud protocol. Next, I modified recursive issues and found common themes for metacognitive reading strategies. Then, I coded obtained data.
C. Interview
In order to elicit information about individual insights and experiences, a semi-structured interview was used. Participants discuss what they employed as the most frequently metacognitive strategies in reading given English texts.
D. Data Collection
Think-aloud protocol, observation and interview were the multiple sources of collecting data in this work. I followed the accompanying steps in gathering data. The participants meet up with each other for four 2-3 hour session. The sessions lasted over 2weeks. Before the meeting, the participants were explained with the tasks they should perform. At the meeting, the researcher completed a questionnaire based on her observation followed by the think-aloud sessions. The researcher began by demonstration her thinking out loud using the short story. First after that, she asked the participants to model her steps of thinking while reading the same text.
Then, two students discussed what strategies and process they went through while interacting with the texts to make sense of them. Further giving their comments, participants read the English academic text on "Humor and Stress" to respond some questions at the end of each reading passage. Last, an interview about their reading experiences and strategies is conducted and the comments are transcribed on each student attempts to make sense of each selected texts.
E. Data Analysis
By using CCM method, in the analysis of think-aloud technique and interview, data were classified and coded in the process of the data collection.
Codes were modified according to reading strategies used by the participants in reading. The investigator reviewed the interview and think-aloud processes in the search for iterative and recurring issues related to the cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies. An analysis of content for every open-ended item is carried out to determine the most appropriate category for each response. Findings of collected data from multiple sources examined, specific themes were extracted in the sense that the overall themes were triangulated.
F. Coding Scheme
Over the last 30 years, many different first and second reading strategies have been identified. I mainly analyze the obtained data based on the following framework with three classifications of reading strategies adopted from (Juan, E. U., & Flor, A. M., 2006). The first classification is known as metacognitive strategies (including purpose-oriented, comprehension monitoring, and strategies that focus on learning from text). The second classification is called cognitive strategies (including strategies for interacting with the author and the text, strategies involving different ways of reading, strategies for handling unknown words, and those making use of one's prior knowledge in some way), as well as social and affective strategies as the last category(including considering factors such as emotions and attitudes).
G. Framework for Key Reading Strategies
The 
III. RESULT

A. Reading Strategies
The results reveal that there are three broad areas: a) the most frequently used strategies by two readers in reading L2 texts, b) the most effective strategies used by two students in reading L2, c) the development of metacognition in reading L2. To achieve the purpose of reading a text for better text understanding, the readers should develop strategic reading competence i.e. the ability to take control of own process of making sense of the text. In both L1 and L2, skilled readers use various strategies in their attempts to comprehend texts and identify the strategies they use, the most effective strategies they use and the way skilled readers use them is necessary for comprehending written texts.
The analysis of data for finding the most frequently used strategies by two readers in reading L2 texts, the most effective strategies used by two students in reading L2, the development of metacognition in reading L2 was conducted. The bilingual student used a much wider range of metacognitive strategies when reading English texts than the other student and there were some distinctions in the use of specific strategies when the two students were processing the same English texts.
The participants in this inquiry were using similar metacognitive strategies in reading the two types of Persian texts (Table 1) . Similar evidence of metacognition was seen while they engage in Persian reading tasks including: evaluating the quality of the text, evaluating information in terms of whether it leads to one's purpose, deciding whether the text is relevant to one's purpose, reflecting on how well objectives were met, summarizing what one has read, making connections between a text and one's prior knowledge, re-reading, underlining or marking in text, making notes about what one has read, paraphrasing what the author said in order to remember it. In addition, the ability to assess one's own reading practice also shows the participants' awareness of their own strengths or weaknesses as a reflection in reading skill.
The analysis showed that the most of the strategies fall into three categories: 8 purpose-oriented strategies, 5 comprehension-monitoring strategies, 3 repair strategies and 5 strategies that focus on learning from reading were employed more often by student1.
The transcript from the interview responses and think-aloud procedure indicated that the participant who had learnt English from childhood was more successful in implementing different types of strategies in reading across the two English text types including the metacognitive, cognitive and social and affective strategies.
The student who was learning English at university, stated that she memorize important points or key concepts in order to be able to comprehend the text. She tended to read the passage at word or sentence level, and she sometimes tried to translate the text into her first language for better comprehension of the idea that the author was trying to convey or reread the text if it was not primarily understood.
After assessing data obtained from think-aloud protocol against the two types of English texts, Student2 was supposed to be more skillful and fluent reader than student1. She made fewer pauses while reading both texts in 992 JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE TEACHING AND RESEARCH comparison with the other reader. She read them faster with fewer miscues as well. It may be due to the fact that when she was reading the passage, she processed most of the reading comprehension at the same time. That was observable that she read the text easily in such a way that fewer cognitive and more metacognitive reading strategies were needed to be used by her compared to the other participant. Also, student2 analyzed the texts in larger chunks of words and she commented on them more often than the other reader. It could be deduced from her reflections that she truly figured out the massage of the texts.
It was concluded that the most reading strategies used by her in reading the two types of English texts were strategies such as summarizing, critiquing the text, connecting one part of the text to another, reading selectively, deciding whether or not to read something, constructing mental images to represent the meanings expressed in text, making connections between a text and one's prior knowledge and reflecting on what has been learned from the text ( Table 2) .
Reflecting on the texts and summarizing are two abilities requiring the students to synthesize the presented massage in the higher-level thinking processes.
Making connection between important ideas from a text and giving attention to supporting ideas to form overall meaning of the reading text are fundamental in higher-level comprehension process in the view of Grabe and Stroller (2002) .
Exploiting the prior knowledge to make association with the reading text for full comprehension is considered essential for both readers. The results also indicated that student2 benefited from integration of textual information with her prior knowledge helping her to interact with the relevant topics better than student1. When reading in second language, student1 was faced with some unfamiliar words; hence, she tried to look up the words meanings and to paraphrase all of the text into her own personal understandings. The data suggested that the most frequently-used strategies by student1 in reading English texts were strategies such as summarizing what one has read, evaluating one's understanding, identifying difficulties in understanding, re-reading, previewing a text, asking questions about the text, Looking for answers to questions about the text and paying attention to text structure (Table 3 ).
TABLE III. STRATEGIES USED BY STUDENT 1 IN READING ENGLISH TEXTS Strategies used by student 1 in reading English texts
Evaluating one's understanding
Identifying difficulties in understanding
Re-reading Slowing down and reading again Previewing a text Predicting the contents of the text Asking questions about the text Looking for answers to questions about the text Using other information in the context to understand an unknown word Analyzing the structure or parts of a word to understand it Revising one's prior knowledge that is inconsistent with ideas in the text Paying attention to text structure Talking with others about what one reads
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During the think aloud session giving information about student2, her reflection usually involved employing a lot of reading strategies to cope with the task demands and adjusting them to overcome the breakdown in comprehension. A set of effective strategies which were repeatedly used by the bilingual student in each text type to increase their comprehension of transactional text extracted from data obtained from the think aloud and interview analysis contains:
 Reflecting on how well objectives were met  Predicting the contents of the text  Thinking about what one already knows about a topic and revising one's prior knowledge that is inconsistent with ideas in the text, if convinced by information or arguments in the text  Verifying whether one's guess about meaning fits the context and one's conceptual knowledge; then revising or seeking alternative explanations  Evaluating and revising hypotheses that arose while reading  Summarizing what one has read  Making associations to ideas presented in a text based on prior knowledge  Critiquing the text  Encouraging oneself B. Reading Fluency One problem that English readers of other languages are encountered is that they slowly read in English as their foreign or second language (L2). Slow reading for many learners, especially ESOL postgraduate learners may cause limitation in their ability to meet the requirements of their courses and thus lack of the necessary time to read e.g. professional documentation, dissertation, etc.
The link between comprehension and speed in L2/FL reading has not been clearly demonstrated. In this study, student2 read the expository English passage at around 216 wpm and the read the narrative English passage at around 255 wpm. Student1 read the expository English passage at around 127 wpm and the narrative English passage at around 158 wpm. Also, student2 read the expository Persian text at around 195 wpm and the narrative Persian text at around 164 wpm. Student1 read the expository Persian text at around 174 wpm and the narrative Persian text at around 198 wpm. The findings are shown in Table 4 . These findings indicate that the changes in reading speed from English to Persian texts differed for both students against expository and narrative passages. As Table 4 illustrates, reading speed for student2 in reading English passages is similar to a native-like reading fluency. Student1 read much slower in both text types than the student2, although she read much faster in her first language showing the importance of the ability to read a text fluently as an essential component of reading skill. Reading rates were slower for expository rather than narrative tasks in both Persian and English language which can be due to being more cognitively demanding of expository texts in processing. Also, there was more change in reading fluency between two students for the English texts compared to the Persian texts. This result can explained by the fact that student2 is a more fluent reader who is an additive bilingual in both Persian and English.
IV. CONCLUSION
There are three differences between L1 and L2 readers and reading contexts  Summarizing what one has read  Individual and experiential differences  Socio-cultural and institutional differences What I have learned from the findings of this inquiry is that L2 students have developed metacognition in L2 reading by their experiences during a long period of study. At first of their study, they faced some difficulties in coping with challenging texts, then as graduating they were exposed to large amounts of reading and became capable of using appropriate strategies to increase their reading ability. In late bilingualism, L2 metacognitive reading strategies are developed incrementally through a time-consuming process, whereas they have already been developed for early bilinguals. The metacognitive strategies employed by student2 in reading L2 texts were as a reminder of the metacognitive strategies used in reading L1 texts and those that are used by student2 could be corresponded to metacognitive strategies used in reading L2 texts.
This study compared Persian and English reading speed and performance on two different reading text tasks (expository and narrative) for two students of English who differed in their English background and speaking community in which they had learned English language.
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The findings of the this research in accordance with previous studies demonstrated a noticeable difference between first and second language reading rate, also difference across various types of reading text (with various degree of complexity). Both participants were more fluent readers when they read in their first language.
Another explanation for the slow reading rate in English texts for student1 is that she has not developed higher level skills of word processing and there is a gap between her knowledge system of word recognition and word automaticity. Another important finding resulted from comparisons between students' reading rate was the gap in their performance on pairs of tasks with less differentiation in Persian rather than in English texts. For instance, a much smaller difference between speed of reading for Persian expository and narrative tasks was seen (198 wpm compared to 174 wpm for student1 and 220 wpm compared to 195 wpm for student2).
It can be discussed that student1 in this inquiry reads at a consistently low reading rate in English and she is not able to adjust her processing level to the demand of task for reading texts in her second language to the same extent that she can for corresponding reading texts in her first language. This variation in reading rates for student1 in her first and second language reading suggests that Persian speaker participant has not yet been able to achieve her optimum reading rate in learning to read in her second language. -Constructing mental images to represent the meanings expressed in text Strategies involving different ways of reading: -Reading slowly -Reading quickly -Skimming for a general idea -Scanning for specific information -Re-reading -Ignoring certain texts or parts of a text -Reading out loud (and listening to how it sounds) -Reading selectively/deciding whether or not to read something -Reading ahead Strategies for handling unknown words: -Using other information in the context to understand an unknown word -Skipping/ignoring an unknown word -Waiting to see if more information is provided later -Analyzing the structure or parts of a word in order to understand it -Asking someone the meaning of a word -Looking up a word in a dictionary -Pronouncing a word -Thinking about other related words that one already knows -Thinking about cognates in the L1 -Translating a word/phrase into the L1 -Checking the spelling of a word Strategies involving prior knowledge: -World knowledge:
-Thinking about what one already knows about a topic -Making connections between a text and one's prior knowledge -Revising one's prior knowledge that is inconsistent with ideas in the text, if convinced by information or arguments in the text -Knowledge of texts and text formats: -Using discourse markers to identify relationships -Connecting one part of a text to another -Paying attention to text structure -Verifying whether one's guess about meaning fits the context and one's conceptual knowledge; then revising or seeking alternative explanations -Analyzing texts (e.g., stories, science reports) into the typical components and language of that genre (e.g., story grammar, steps/components of science experiments)
A.3. Affective and Social Strategies
Rewarding oneself -Talking with others about what one reads -Encouraging oneself -Selecting what one wants to read
